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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

Mobility may be regarded as the ability to travel (Giuliano, Hu, & Lee, 2003), although its 
meaning could be much broader since mobility encompasses not only the travelling activity, 
but also, more importantly the possibility for the traveller to decide when and where to 
travel, by being aware and making use of an information set for optimising the journey. 
 
Although mobility plays a crucial role in contributing to the socioeconomic growth of urban 
areas, its positive effects have to be also weighed alongside the negative impacts which the 
increasing demand for mobility has generated over the last 20 years.  
 
‘More sustainable’ is thus regarded as being the main goal that underpins current 
approaches to and solutions for future mobility. Sustainability should lie at the heart of all 
policies and strategies for a more sustainable transport system in environmental (CO2, air 
pollution, noise) and competitiveness (congestion) terms, while also addressing social 
concerns. This is why the concept of sustainability goes far beyond the need to respond to 
managing road traffic flows and their impacts, because it should also address, for instance, 
the costs of mobility in relation to social exclusion, economic and social cohesion, and the 
demographic changes that will shape the structure of European cities in the future.  
 
Based on the background outlined, and even if local authorities are primarily responsible for 
urban policies according to the principle of subsidiarity, the European Union (EU) has taken 
an active role since the adoption of the White paper on transport policy (EC, 2001).  
 
The purpose of the EU action is to offer local authorities specific support for promoting a 
new culture of urban mobility, in which sustainable and affordable urban transportation is a 
key to making cities dynamic and vibrant. This also explains why EU support has taken 
several forms, through a combination of policy intervention and guidance support.  
 

Aim 

The present note is one of three dealing with urban mobility1. It aims to give a 
comprehensive overview of the concept of Sustainable Urban Transport Plans (SUTPs). The 
overall purpose is not only to formulate a definition of and analyse the objectives of SUTPs, 
but more essentially to present examples of selected European cities that have decided to 
implement such mechanism, and discuss the results obtained. This will enable us to 
observe the major challenges an urban transport system has to face in developing more 
sustainable mobility, and to look at the current and future potential role of the European 
Union in this regard.  
 

Outline of contents  

The note is structured into five Chapters. After the introductory Chapter, Chapter Two 
explores the paradigm of urban transport sustainability. The current challenges of moving 
towards more sustainable urban mobility are presented, where issues such as congestion, 
air quality, urban sprawl, CO2 emissions, the social meaning of mobility, demographic 
changes and road safety in urban areas deserve special attention. The analysis in Chapter 
Two confirms the role of mobility as a major component and facilitator in ensuring freedom 

                                                 
1 The two other briefing notes requested by the Committee on Transport and Tourism deal with the ‘Promotion of 

cycling’ and ‘Mobility Management’. 
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of movement and good quality of life, but linking this role to the concept of sustainability, 
where its enhancement represents an endeavour to mitigate the pressures, the current 
environmental challenges, and the mobility-related problems that most European urban 
areas are facing. 
 
Within the analytical framework provided by Chapter Two, Chapter Three describes the 
nature, main determinants and objectives of Sustainable Urban transport Plans (SUTPs). It 
shows how SUTPs may represent are a useful tool for proposing common approaches that 
may enable each urban area to discover the most suitable solution for its mobility 
problems, based on its specific characteristics. SUTPs would have the potential to create 
more sustainable urban mobility that balance the need to restrain mobility growth and the 
need to secure an adequate level of accessibility to basic services.  
 
Overview of main features of SUTPs 

Objective Approach Framework conditions  

Ensuring that transport 
systems meet society’s 
economic, social and 
environmental needs whilst 
minimising their undesirable 
impacts on the economy, 
society and the environment 

 Participatory 
 Integrated 
 Measurable 
 Cooperative 
 Inclusive 

 Establishing a policy framework for spatial 
development on a long-term basis 

 Establishing a sustainable national 
transport strategy 

 Balancing decentralisation of powers and 
responsibilities for transport with the level 
of implementation 

 Achieving consistency in policy direction at 
all implementation stages 

 Securing public and private acceptance of 
policy 

 
Significant European SUTPs are illustrated in Chapter Four, which focuses on the 
approaches followed in Paris, the West of England, Brussels and Vienna. Importantly, since 
SUTPs are implemented over the long term, the specific effects generated by these SUTPs 
will be produced in 10 to 15 years time and still have to be quantified. Therefore, the case 
studies presented in this note have been chosen because they appear to be most significant 
in terms of their strategy and approach towards more sustainable mobility. This chapter 
therefore shows: (i) how the decision-making process has been set up by the local 
administrations to design and implement the SUTPs, (ii) how the different mobility 
measures have been integrated, and (iii) how the various targets have been identified and 
measured.  
 
Chapter Five presents the conclusions and a set of observations concerning the possible 
levels and actions for EU intervention in the field of SUTPs. Based on the analysis 
undertaken, and especially by observing the selected case studies, it may be pointed out 
that different cities have much in common when implementing a SUTP. Naturally, each city 
has its own specific characteristics and, thus, mobility problems. However, all the cities 
observed have looked at SUTPs as both a framework and a toolbox where they had the 
opportunity to identify the most suitable solutions for their respective urban transport 
problems. Final considerations focus on the following aspects: (i) consistency, (ii) long term 
vision, (iii) monitoring, (iv) integration, and (v) public acceptance. 
 
When looking at the role of the EU, on the other hand, its contribution to making sure 
that urban transport and urban mobility are high on the political agendas of Member States 
is remarkable. Nevertheless, the answers to urban mobility problems have primarily a local 
dimension and, more importantly, not all EU cities are equally concerned with the question 
of sustainable urban transport. This means that, particularly in relation to the specific issue 
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of SUTPs, the added value of EU support may be obtained more by facilitating, rather 
than regulating, the implementation of SUTPs. This would not only apply the subsidiary 
principle but, more importantly, would enable each city to adopt the most suitable solutions 
for its specific mobility problems and challenges in a flexible manner. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Urban mobility 

Mobility may be regarded as the ability to travel (Giuliano, Hu, & Lee, 2003), although its 
meaning can be much broader since mobility encompasses not only travel activity but, 
more importantly, the possibility for the traveller to decide when and where to travel, by 
being aware and making use of a set of information for optimising the journey.  
 
Since mobility is crucial to quality of life, it is inextricably linked with the urban transport 
system. Both directly influence people’s daily life and activities and play a key role in all 
functions of society. They also influence opportunities for a person to engage in social 
activities and to interact with social communities.  
 
However, though mobility makes a crucial contribution to the socioeconomic growth of 
urban areas, its positive effects have to be also weighed alongside the negative impacts 
which the increasing demand for mobility has generated over the last 20 years. This is 
particularly important when the demand for mobility is observed at the local and city levels.  
 
Cities are a critical part of the transport system, not least because, as pointed out by the 
recently adopted European Commission (EC) Action Plan on urban mobility, more than 72% 
(UN, 2007) of Europeans live in an urban area and this percentage is expected to increase. 
 
Cities are the powerhouse of economic growth and development, since around 85% of the 
EU’s GDP is generated in urban areas. At the same time, 40% of total CO2 emissions and 
70% of emissions of other pollutants are caused by urban traffic.  
 
Challenges like road traffic congestion, road safety, environmental impacts (any discussion 
on the future urban mobility and urban transportation system must take account of policies 
aimed at reaching the EU’s ambitious CO2 reduction targets of ‘20-20-20’), urban sprawl, 
increasing demand for mobility (mainly satisfied by private car ownership) are common to 
many European cities. The need to solve these problems has become even more crucial to 
maintaining a high quality of life in a sustainable way, competitive as well as smooth 
mobility of people and goods. Urban mobility is crucially embedded in the daily life of EU 
citizens and is thus of primary concern for them. This was shown by a survey conducted by 
Eurobarometer in July 2007, in which 90% of Europeans said that the traffic situation in 
their area should be improved (Eurobarometer, 2007).  
 
‘More sustainable’ is thus the main goal that underpins current approaches and solutions 
for future mobility. Sustainability should lies at the heart of all policies and strategies for a 
more sustainable transport system in environmental (CO2, air pollution, noise) and 
competitiveness (congestion) terms, while also addressing social concerns. This is why the 
concept of sustainability goes far beyond the need to respond by managing road traffic 
flows and their impacts, because it should also address, for instance, the cost of mobility in 
relation to social exclusion, economic and social cohesion, and the demographic changes 
that will shape the structure of European cities in the future.  
 
Making urban mobility more accessible, efficient, environmentally friendly and inclusive is 
not easy. It has to consider all the factors that depend on how urban transport itself 
develops in the future, and the directions in which it will move based on technological 
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progress, demographic changes, socioeconomic and environmental developments and the 
effects they will generate. 

1.2 EU initiatives 

Based on the background outlined in Section 1.1, and even if local authorities are primarily 
responsible for urban policies according to the principle of subsidiarity, the European Union 
has taken an active role since the adoption of the White paper on transport policy (EC, 
2001). The purpose of EU action is to offer local authorities specific support for promoting a 
new culture of urban mobility in which sustainable and affordable urban transportation is a 
key to making cities dynamic and vibrant. This also explains why EU support has taken 
several forms, through a combination of policy intervention and guidance support.  
 
At a policy level, the Green paper ‘Towards a new culture of urban mobility’ (EC, 2007a) 
and the Action plan on urban mobility (EC, 2009) both represent a cornerstone by putting 
in place a comprehensive endeavour for addressing the different dimensions of urban 
mobility. With these two documents, the EC acknowledges the differences that exist 
between European cities – even though they all face common and similar challenges – and 
stresses the need to implement an approach that should be as integrated as possible and 
should optimise the use of all modes of transport (concept of co-modality).  
 
The EC has been backed by the other EU institutions. The resolution on the Green paper 
(EP, 2008a) and the own-initiative report on the Action Plan on urban mobility (EP, 2008b) 
adopted by the European Parliament (EP), the two opinions adopted by the European 
Economic and Social Committee (EESC) (EESC, 2008) and the Committee of the Regions 
(CoR) (CoR, 2008) respectively, and the discussion held by the Council confirm that urban 
transport and urban mobility should be fully part of the European transport system, and 
that the EU objectives set in the cohesion, environment, health and economic policies are 
not achievable if urban mobility is not appropriately taken into account. 
 
Based on existing policy developments, the EC has also undertaken a number of guidance 
initiatives. Of these, CIVITAS (CIty-VITAlity-Sustainability Initiative) is probably the best-
known tool for helping European cities in implementing better integrated sustainable urban 
transport strategies. Other initiatives (e.g. EPOMM, ELTIS) have come in the form of 
platforms for exchanging best practice, databases and guideline services. The added valued 
of all these tools is that they provide local authorities with an opportunity to be (i) definitely 
and successfully involved, and (ii) financially supported when they participate in 
demonstration projects and campaigns. 

1.3 This briefing note 

The Committee on Transport and Tourism of the European Parliament has requested 
briefing notes on three policy issues that play a key role in the discussion on sustainable 
mobility at urban level. These three policies (sustainable urban transport plans, mobility 
management and the promotion of cycling) will be examined in three distinct notes, each 
focusing on current challenges and future opportunities. The analysis will be backed by the 
presentation and description of selected case studies, though it has to be pointed out that, 
since Sustainable Urban Transport Plans (SUTPs) are implemented over the long term, the 
concrete effects generated by the SUTPs observed will be produced in 10 to 15 years time, 
and still have to be quantified. Table 1 summarises the main features of each note. 
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Table 1: Main features of SUTPs, Mobility Management and Cycling 

Topic Timing Approach Main features 

 
 

EU role 

Sustainable 
Urban 
Transport 
Plans (SUTPs) 

- Medium and 
long term 

- Strategic (long-
term vision of 
sustainable 
mobility) 

- Consistency between 
SUTP objectives and 
broader national 
strategies in the 
reduction of mobility 
problems  

- Monitoring is a crucial 
step in all plans in 
order to check the 
progress of the 
targets and the 
measures 
implemented 

- Integration, which is 
intended both 
horizontally (between 
policies) and vertically 
(between government 
levels). This is 
regarded as a pre-
requisite, from which 
objectives, targets 
and measures are 
later derived 

- Public involvement 
and acceptance is the 
key to success 

Mobility 
management 

- Short to 
medium term 

- Operational 
(better and more 
efficient 
coordination 
between existing 
transport modes 
and services) 

- Use of mainly ‘soft’ 
measures. 

- Integration of ’soft’ and 
‘hard’ measures. 

- Technological 
Innovation. 

Cycling - Short to 
medium term 

- Operational 
(integration with 
sustainable 
mobility policies 
and demand 
mobility 
management) 

- Implementation of 
‘hard’ measures in the 
medium term and of 
‘soft’ measures in the 
short term 

- Improvement of 
cyclists’ safety 

(Common to all 
topics) 
 
- Guidance 
- Policy 

development 
- Financial 

support 
- Dissemination 

and exchange 
of best practice 

- Policy 
mainstreaming 
of sustainable 
mobility 
concepts into 
the planning 
processes 

- Policy support 
for developing 
sustainable 
mobility targets 
(e.g. reduction 
of road accident 
casualties and 
injuries 
including those 
to vulnerable 
road users, 
reduction of 
pollutant 
emissions, 
reduction of 
noise levels in 
urban areas 
due to road 
traffic) 

 
 
This briefing note provides a comprehensive overview of the concept of SUTPs, underlining 
the main challenges an urban transport system faces when moving towards more 
sustainable mobility and looking at the current and future potential role of the European 
Union in this regard.  
 
It aims to formulate a definition of SUTPs and analyse their objectives, as well as to present 
examples of selected European cities that have decided to implement such mechanisms and 
discuss the results obtained. 
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1.4 The structure of this note  

The note is structured into  five chapters. Following this introductory Chapter, Chapter Two 
reviews the main challenges for modern urban mobility and transportation systems: 
congestion, environmental impacts, demographic changes, road safety and urban sprawl. 
Chapter Three introduces the concept of SUTPs and highlights its key features and 
components. Chapter Four presents selected European case studies where the concept of 
SUTPs has been applied. Chapter Five concludes by commenting on the analyses of the 
previous sections and making recommendations about the future potential role for the EU 
in this area. Annex A provides an overview of the main policy, guidance and support 
initiatives designed by the EU to assist European urban areas with urban mobility.  
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2 URBAN TRANSPORT SUSTAINABILITY: CONCEPT 
AND CURRENT CHALLENGES 

KEY FINDINGS 

 Mobility is a major component and facilitator in ensuring freedom of movement 
and good quality of life. 

 Mobility is strictly tied to the concept of sustainability, which is a leading issue at 
the heart if  contemporary strategies for urban and transportation development, 
especially considering that more than 72% of European citizens live in urban areas. 

 Enhancing sustainability is the attempt to relieve the pressures of current 
environmental challenges and mobility-related problems that most European urban 
areas are facing.  

 Traffic volumes and congestion, air quality, noise pollution, consumption of non-
renewable resources, a high level of greenhouse gas emissions, social exclusion and 
urban sprawl are significant challenges to achieving sustainable urban 
development. 

 Road safety is also an important challenge because of the social and economic cost 
of road accidents and is therefore an essential component of a sustainable mobility. 

 

The purpose of Chapter Two is to provide an overview of the current challenges  to moving 
towards more sustainable urban mobility, with a specific focus on: (i) congestion, (ii) air 
quality, (iii), urban sprawl, (iv) CO2 emissions, (v) the social meaning of mobility, (vi) 
demographic changes, and (vii) road safety in urban areas. 

2.1 The sustainability paradigm 

As the introductory section has pointed out, the benefits of mobility have to be weighed 
alongside the negative impacts generated by urban traffic. While urban areas produce 85% 
of the EU’s GDP, they also suffer the most from the environmental impacts caused by urban 
traffic, which is responsible for 40% of total CO2 emissions and 70% of emissions of other 
pollutants. Moreover, in 2006 about 8 000 people were killed in urban road traffic accidents 
in the EU-141, of which two thirds were vulnerable road users (VRUs) (ERSO, 2008).  
 
The concept of mobility is therefore significant in terms of sustainability. The World 
Commission on Environment and Development (the Brundtland Commission) defines 
sustainability as the capacity to meet ‘the needs of today’s citizens without prejudicing the 
ability of future generations to meet their need’ (UN, 1987). Following this definition, 
attention is paid to the concept of fairness between current and future generations, where 
sustainability is looked at from a threefold perspective: (i) economic, (ii) social, and (iii) 
environmental. 

                                                 
1 EU-15 without Germany. 
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Figure 1: The concept of sustainability 
 

 
 

Source: Lautso, K., et al. (2004) 
 
It goes without saying that sustainability is inextricably linked with the transportation 
system. In 2000, the European Conference of Ministers of Transport (ECMT) released a 
report setting out the objectives for a sustainable transport system, such as: (i) providing 
for basic access and development needs, (ii) being affordable, fair, and efficient, 
(iii) offering choice of transport mode, (iv) minimising impacts on land use. This list of 
objectives was then quoted and further integrated by the EC (EC, 2005) in the guidelines 
on sustainable urban transport plans elaborated by the Directorate General for 
Environment. The efforts made by the EC confirm the extent to which sustainability has 
become a leading issue at the heart of contemporary society’s strategies for urban and 
transportation development.  
 
When specifically considering mobility, the increasing demand for it  has to be 
counterbalanced by the need to reduce the current level of road traffic congestion and 
environmental pollution. Furthermore, in a broader perspective, more sustainable mobility 
also implies the ability to address issues like social exclusion and the demographic changes 
that will shape European cities in the future.  
 

The following Sections discuss the current challenges for sustainable urban mobility, i.e. 
those that will most likely shape the future structure of European cities and are common to 
many of them. 

2.1.1 Congestion: a persistent challenge 

Urban road traffic is a problematic outcome of transport activities in many urban areas. 
Broadly speaking, urban road congestion seriously impairs competitiveness and accounts 
for 1% of EU GDP (EC, 2007a). Congestion obviously depends on the layout of a city, and 
its effects may differ accordingly.  
 
The impact of congestion on users is threefold. Firstly, it has a direct economic impact on 
car travellers when these costs are measured: (i) the value of the time lost (delay) 
resulting from congestion; (ii) the costs that arise from accidents specifically due to 
congestion; (iii) other costs associated with increased depreciation of vehicles and 
additional fuel and oil consumption.  
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Secondly, congestion affects all users because it is a source of environmental damage (air 
and noise pollution, greenhouse gases emissions). Congested roads are often characterised 
by the ‘stop/go’ phenomenon, which makes for inefficient use of vehicle engines due to 
frequent acceleration and deceleration. This results in increased fuel consumption and 
pollutant emissions.  
 
Finally, congestion has a direct connection with the reliability of public transport. Urban 
traffic congestion imposes considerable operational and monetary penalties on public 
transport services, by increasing the time required to provide services and, therefore, the 
degree of predictability along a particular route. In fact, if public transport service becomes 
less reliable, travel time also becomes less predictable, and the service becomes less 
attractive to users. In other words, congestion directly affects the competitiveness of public 
transport in comparison with other transport modes (especially cars). 
 
In conclusion, the main challenge is not just penalising traffic, but rather implementing 
strategies that may improve mobility and lead to a real modal shift. Tackling congestion 
also means creating the conditions for more sustainable mobility, where the increase in 
demand for mobility and the number of journeys requires both the use of demand 
management instruments and change in travel behaviours and habits. 

2.1.2 Air quality: recently improved but action still needed 

Air pollution levels still exceed EU limits and are a leading cause of many serious 
respiratory and cardiovascular diseases, and of the shortening of life. As further shown in 
Figure 2, according to the European Environmental Agency (EEA) during the decade from 
1997 to 2006, 18–50% of Europe’s urban population was potentially exposed to ambient 
air concentrations of PM10 higher than the EU limit value, while during the same period, 
18-42% of the urban population was potentially exposed to ambient air nitrogen dioxide 
concentrations above the EU limit (EEA, 2007).  
 
Similarly, in the same period, 14-61% of the urban population in Europe was exposed to 
ambient ozone concentrations that exceeded the EU target value (120 micrograms O3/m3 
daily maximum eight-hourly average, not to be exceeded more than 25 times a calendar 
year). The year 2003 recorded the highest value in excess of the EU target value for 
ambient ozone concentrations (EEA, 2007). 
 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 24 

Figure 2: Percentage of the urban population in EEA member countries1 (except 
Turkey) exposed to air pollution above limit and target values  

 
Source: EEA, 2007 

 
Box 1: Limit values for ambient air quality 

 
At present, the limit values of reference for ambient air quality are covered by Directive 
2004/107/EC, and may be summarised as follows: 

- PM10:50 μg/m3 24-hour average not to be exceeded for more than 35 days; 

- NO2: 40 μg/m3 annual average; 

- SO2: 125 μg/m3 24-hour average not to be exceeded for more than four days; 

- O3: 120 μg/m3 eight-hour daily maximum not to be exceeded for more than 25 days 
averaged over three years. 

In 2008, the EC approved Directive 2008/50/EC, which establishes new targets for 
improving human health and environmental quality by 2020. It prescribes the following 
limit values:  

- PM10: 35 μg/m3 24-hour average not to be exceeded for more than 35 days; 

- NO2: 32 μg/m3 annual average; 

 - SO2: 125 μg/m3 24-hour average not to be exceeded for more than three days; 

- O3: no modification to the limit values of O3. 

                                                 
1 The European Environment Agency (EEA) is an agency of the European Union and has 32 member countries: the 

27 EU Member States together with Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland and Turkey. 
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2.1.3 Tackling CO2 emissions at urban level  

Although new policy instruments and technological developments have been key 
contributors to the reduction in CO2 emissions over the last decade, the fact that urban 
mobility still accounts for 40% of all CO2 emissions of road transport (EC, 2007) implies 
that any discussion on future urban mobility and the urban transportation system must 
take account of policies aiming at reaching the EU’s ambitious CO2 reduction targets of 
‘20-20-20’. 

2.1.4 Urban sprawl and the right to mobility: the predominant role of car 
ownership 

Over the last 20 years, European cities have experienced a diffused pattern of urban 
development. This phenomenon, called urban sprawl, means that cities have progressively 
spread out in urban forms characterised by low-density development (May et al., 1998; 
OECD, 2000). Urban sprawl is one of the most challenging issues European cities are facing 
today. Approximately 75% of European citizens  live in urban areas, a figure which will 
raise to 80% by 2020, resulting in greater demand for land use in and around the European 
conurbations (EEA, 2006). 
 
Urban sprawl is driven by a mixture of forces (including cultural traditions and constraints, 
a desire to live outside the inner city, the price of land, individual housing preferences and 
demographic trends), which have led to low-density and spatially segregated land use, by 
generating a dispersion in home, work and leisure facilities. One of the main results has 
been a dramatic growth in transport demand, which has been satisfied mainly by an 
increase in car ownership and use.  
 
The private car has undoubtedly allowed people to benefit from unprecedented levels of 
mobility. Cars are able to ‘bring places nearer’ by securing access to increasingly dispersed 
and specialised urban functions (Cervero, 1998; Newman and Kenworthy, 1999). 
Flexibility, freedom of movement, and low operational and maintenance costs are 
advantages that have made it possible for the car to rapidly become the preferred means of 
transport, replacing traditional short-distance travel modes like walking or cycling (Mackett 
& Robertson, 2000; Rietveld, 2000; Thorson & Robusté, 1998) and public transport.  
 
However, these advantages need to be weighed alongside the negative impacts, which 
included congestion, greenhouse gas emissions, accidents and noise, not only on the local 
urban environment but also on quality of life and the economic performance of cities. The 
growing number of car trips has also reduced their effectiveness because traffic congestion 
minimises speed, and, finally,  has fostered more extended urban sprawl and population 
dispersal (Monzon & Vega, 2006). 

2.1.5 The social meaning of mobility: the emerging relationship between 
mobility and social exclusion  

Mobility and transportation have a direct influence on the social setting of urban areas, 
since they may alternatively (i) negatively affect, (ii) preserve, or (iii) reinforce social 
cohesion. They may also be a cause of social exclusion, which may be classified into four 
main categories (UN, 2001): 
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 spatial exclusion, which usually emerges in low density areas, where public transport 
services are not operated, or only poorly operated, because of the low or infrequent 
demand, which makes the public transport services not financially viable or sustainable; 

 temporal exclusion, which is essentially related to the problems faced by people 
travelling very early or very late in the day, when public transport services do not exist 
or are infrequent; 

 personal exclusion, which refers to individual characteristics (age, ethnic groups, 
disability), which constrain travel and access to transport services; 

 economic exclusion, which concerns people’s inability to afford the private cost of 
transport transport. 

Providing accessibility to everyone, and in particular to those people with reduced mobility, 
becomes crucial. There is a risk of a widening of societal divisions if effective strategies, 
using appropriate policy levers, are not put in place to enable urban transport to secure 
access to essential services like education, health and employment. This is even more 
important where the current provision of public transport services is poor and inadequate, 
which implies limits on participation in daily economic, social, and leisure activities.  

2.1.6 Demographic changes: caring for an ageing society 

It is widely acknowledged that demographic change represents today one of the most 
significant challenges facing our society. 
 
Data forecasts for Europe from Eurostat (Eurostat, 2008) show that by 2060, the segment 
of the EU-27 population aged 65 years and over will increase to 30%, and segment aged 
80 and over will increase to 12.1%. At the same time, the proportion of Europeans living in 
urban areas is expected to rise from the current figure of around 72% to around 90% in 
2020 (EEA, 2006). These demographic changes will have a significant impact on all aspects 
of public life – its requirements and expectations – not least also on urban development 
and urban transportation. Such an impact on urban transportation will have two 
dimensions, since it will: 
 
 be affected by the new mobility needs arising in the urban areas as a consequence of 

the social diversification and ageing; and 

 call for a new role for the transportation sector, namely in trying to rebalance the 
socioeconomic gaps that will result from demographic changes. 

 
It is likely that a more varied population structure (with multiple ethnic groups, for 
instance) will require different types of transportation that take proper account of the 
changed cultural background that will result from the migratory phenomena. Furthermore, 
demographic changes will also impact on urban transportation in terms of new spatial 
patterns, particularly in the case of urban districts that are located in the suburban and 
peripheral areas of the European cities and which are not presently adequately served by 
public transport. In this respect, the impacts in terms of mobility-related social exclusion 
and age-related segregation may put the social component of the overall concept of 
sustainability at stake. 
 
 
 

Finally, the progressive ageing of the population poses the question of how to safeguard 
mobility for elderly citizens. This will imply the satisfaction of a specific mobility demand 
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which will create a need to implement a strategy whereby urban planning and transport are 
adequately tailored to this group of people.1 

2.1.7 Road safety in urban areas: the perspective of vulnerable road users 

With the European Road Safety Action Programme (RSAP), the EU has set out the major 
goal of halving the number of road accident victims in the European Union by 2010 (EC, 
2003). In 2010, a new programme will be launched to cover the 2011-2020 period.  
 
In 2008 (latest available data), according to the CARE database, (CARE, 2009), 
approximately 39 000 persons died in road traffic accidents in the EU-27. The data reveals 
that only five countries (Luxembourg, France, Portugal, Spain, and Latvia) are close to the 
target, having achieved a decrease of more than 42%, while two countries (the newest 
Member States, Bulgaria and Romania) experienced an increase in road accidents. The EU-
27 average reduction remains 28% in comparison to the 2001 data and 9% in comparison 
to the 2007 data. Figure 3 illustrates a comparison by country between the number of road 
fatalities reported in 2001 and in 2008. 
 
Overall, about 14 416 road fatalities (one third of total accidents) occur in urban areas and 
one third affect pedestrians (CARE, 2009). The risk of being killed in a road crash is 
especially higher for the vulnerable road users (VRUs): six times higher than for car users, 
as pointed out by the EC (EC, 2007a).  
 
Figure 3: Yearly road fatalities by EU country (comparison between 2001 and 

2008 data) 

 
Source: TRT Elaboration on CARE data 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 This is even more relevant in light of the fact that future generations of elderly people will not be like today’s 

seniors. It is very likely that in the next few decades, thanks to better education, better health and longevity, we 
will assist this group of the population to achieve mobility patterns that will be more similar to those of ‘active 
travellers’ than ‘traditional retirees’  
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3.  INTRODUCTION TO SUTPs 

KEY FINDINGS 

 There is a need to restrain growth in car mobility while also securing an adequate 
level of accessibility to basic services. 

 SUTPs should be based on an integrated policy approach, leveraged on new 
policy instruments, which ensures consistency between environmental, mobility and 
economic policies by putting in place strategies that are underpinned by 
sustainability principles.  

 Sustainable Urban Mobility Plans (SUTPs) may represent a useful tool not so much 
for proposing common solutions as for proposing common approaches that 
may enable each urban area, based on its specific characteristics, to find the most 
suitable solution for its mobility problems.  

 SUTPs may also help overcome legal, financial, social and cultural barriers that 
may hamper opportunities for developing and implementing sustainable urban 
mobility systems. 

 

3.1 Introduction 

This Chapter analyses the nature and main determinants of Sustainable Urban Transport 
Plans (SUTPs) by providing a concept and definition of SUTPs and presenting selected case 
studies of European cities.  
 
There is a common understanding that within the sustainable urban mobility framework, 
the key element is the need to restrain car mobility growth while also ensuring an adequate 
level of accessibility to basic services. This implies looking for solutions thatshould : 

 improve the efficiency of urban mobility systems; 

 encourage behavioural changes towards a new culture for mobility, as mentioned in 
the Green paper and in the Action Plan adopted by the EC; 

 foster technological developments and applications that give political and decision-
making support to sustainable mobility. 

 
All this requires an integrated policy approach, which should leverage new policy 
instruments, and ensure consistency between environmental, mobility and economic 
policies by putting in place strategies that are underpinned by sustainability principles.  
 
As confirmed by the cities’ experiences illustrated in Chapter Four, SUTPs are a useful tool 
that cities may use to deal with the challenges described in Chapter Two.  
 
The EC (EC, 2007b) defines an SUTP as a combination of urban mobility management 
measures that cover all modes and forms of transport in a relevant geographical 
area. 
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This definition stresses the long-term nature of an SUTP, since it requires the 
implementation of measures that do not simply aim at reducing traffic flows, but also at 
encouraging a change in travel attitudes and behaviour towards more sustainable means of 
transport.  
 
Compared to the past, SUTPs represent a breakthrough in the way urban mobility is 
addressed, since they pave the way for a shift from a short-term, mainly operational 
supply-oriented approach to a more long-term strategic approach covering both urban 
passenger and urban freight transport (the latter was not included in previous approaches 
to mobility), and where the integration of land use and transport planning is regarded as a 
critical factor.  
 
SUTPs are therefore a valuable tool for overcoming legal, financial, social, and cultural 
barriers that may hamper the development and implementation of a sustainable urban 
mobility system (see Box 2). Table 2 summarises the approach proposed by Banister 
(2005) for overcoming barriers to the implementation of an efficient urban transport 
system. 
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Box 2: Main barriers to a sustainable urban transport system  

A certain number of barriers exists and may jeopardise the efforts of local authorities to 
prepare and implement a sustainable urban mobility system. Such barriers often intervene 
both on the institutional level and during the implementation process.  

At the institutional level, the work carried out by Stough & Rietvald (2005) is worth noting. 
In their opinion, a primary bottleneck occurs when barriers affect the decision to adopt, 
deploy, or use a specific strategy or measure. Additionally, Williamson (1994) has 
identified four classes of factors that play a key role when developing an urban transport 
system, and which refer to: (i) local culture (norms, values, traditions), (ii) local laws and 
regulations, (iii) governance rules, and (iv) the resources to be allocated. 

As far as the implementation process is concerned, Banister (2005) has identified six main 
classes of barrier that may affect the overall effectiveness of the implementation process. 
These are: (i) resource barriers, (ii) institutional and policy barriers, (iii) social and cultural 
barriers, (iv) legal barriers, (v) side effects, and (vi) other (physical) barriers.  

It is clearly that transport policy involves many potentially conflicting interests and great 
complexity and uncertainty. It is therefore extremely important to identify approaches for 
overcoming these barriers.  

Again, the work of Banister (2005) is helpful, since he has identified five framework 
conditions, which stress the need for:  

 establishing a policy framework for spatial development on a long-term basis; 

 establishing a sustainable national transport strategy that would back local 
initiatives for sustainable urban transport development; 

 balancing decentralisation of powers and responsibilities for transport with the level 
of implementation (including the appropriate resources); 

 securing consistency in policy direction at all implementation stages, namely by 
firmly linking land use planning and sustainable transport strategy; 

 securing public and private acceptance of policy, which has the potential for 
triggering successful implementation, especially when behavioural change on a 
massive scale is a primary goal. 
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Table 2: Approach to overcoming barriers 

 
Source: Banister (2005), and Raeva (2007) 

3.2 Main concept and definition 

3.2.1 A promising tool but still very low level of implementation  

SUTPs are widely recognised as amongst the most promising concepts and tools for setting 
up coherent urban mobility strategies and policies within a framework of adequate financial 
resources and appropriate administrative and regulatory mechanisms.  
 
The EU’s interest in SUTPs is rooted in the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment 
guidance document (EC, 2006), in which the EC highlights how the adoption and 
implementation of SUTPs might positively contribute to making a number of environmental 
improvements in urban areas.  
 
With the launch of the Green paper on urban mobility in 2007, the role of SUTPs has been 
further confirmed as witnessed by the willingness of the EC to elaborate guidelines for their 
preparation, and to identify measures that may promote the use of transport modes that 
provide alternatives to private cars.  
 

However, this increased interest in SUTPs is not supported by a corresponding spread in 
their implementation across the EU Member States. Indeed, while they are compulsory in 
France, the United Kingdom and Italy, SUTPs are applied on a voluntary basis in Belgium. 
In some other countries – Denmark, Hungary, Slovenia, and Poland – urban mobility and 
transportation are more generally covered by objectives related to Environmental 
Management Plans (EMPs) (ISFORT, 2008). 

Furthermore, the term SUTP is defined differently. They are called, variously, Local 
Transport Plans (LTP) in the United Kingdom, Plans de Déplacement Urbains (PDU) in 
France, and Piani Urbani della Mobilità (PUM) in Italy.  

3.2.2 Key elements 

SUTPs may be regarded as a combination of a long-term political vision of urban mobility 
with more short-term mobility management measures. They cover all transport modes 
(passengers and freight, motorised and non-motorised, public and private), and generally 
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cover a significant metropolitan area. Finally, SUTPs also foresee a clear role for public 
participation. 
 
A considerable contribution to identifying the main elements of SUTPs has been made by 
the Expert Working Group on Sustainable Urban Transport Plans (established by the EC in 
the context of preparation of the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment) (Wolfram, 
2004). Based on the work carried out by the Expert Working Group, SUTPs are built upon 
an approach featuring the following basic elements, namely, the SUTP is: 

 participatory, providing for strong public involvement in the various phases of: (i) 
decision-making, (ii) implementation, (iii) assessments, and (iv) reporting; 

 integrated, combining horizontal (integration with other policies and plans), vertical 
(different governance levels) and spatial (geographical scope) measures; 

 measurable, aiming to achieve quantifiable targets which are aligned to a general 
sustainable urban mobility strategy; 

 cooperative, aiming to take advantage of the cooperation between various groups of 
stakeholders (public and private); 

 inclusive, not looking only at demand management policies, but also aiming to 
integrate mobility with other important issues for the society as a whole (e.g. social 
inclusion, gender equity, demographic changes). 

 
In other words, SUTPs treat objectives that are different by nature in a complementary 
manner so as to find the most appropriate balance between them in terms of sustainability.  
 
This complementarity also exists in terms of the measures covered by SUTPs. Since SUTPs 
combine ‘hard’ (infrastructure) and ‘soft’ (mobility management) measures, sustainable 
development is more likely to be achieved if a balanced package of measures is taken. This 
also explains why securing cross-sectoral cooperation, stakeholder cooperation and citizen 
participation are all prerequisites for a successful SUTP.  
 
One of the core elements of SUTPs is public participation in its preparation. Undeniably, 
ensuring comprehensive citizens’ involvement at the planning and evaluation stages offers 
the opportunity to raise awareness of the objectives and substance of the strategy and 
measures of SUTPs. Besides the contribution in terms of transparency and accountability of 
the process, public participation may facilitate mainstreaming, ensuring a common 
approach to policies that affect residents’ quality of life and the urban area’s growth 
perspectives. Finally, with respect to SUTPs, public involvement should also be aligned to 
the modalities of public participation set out in Article 2 of Directive 2003/35/EC (EC, 
2003). 

3.2.3 Objectives and targets 

The Preparatory document of the EC of 27 September 2007 states that an SUTP’s overall 
objective is to ‘ensure that our transport systems meet society’s economic, social and 
environmental needs whilst minimising their undesirable impacts on the economy, society 
and the environment’ (EC, 2007). 
 
This objective is supported by the achievement of specific targets, which usually respond to 
compliance with European or national legislation and requirements, such as the targets 
regarding air pollution, CO2 emissions and noise. 
 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 34 

It is also worth mentioning that these targets need the full support of a strong political 
vision which has a clear sustainable development strategy embedded within it. Consistency 
between such a strategy, objectives, targets and measures designed for their delivery is 
required to achieve successful SUTPs.  



Sustainable Urban Transport Plans 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 35 

4.  SELECTED CASE STUDIES 

KEY FINDINGS 

 France was the first European country to introduce the concept of SUTPs in the 
1980s. Urban transport plans are regulated by the Loi d’Orientation sur les 
Transports Intérieurs (LOTI), which was first approved in 1982 and later modified in 
1996. 

 In the United Kingdom, local transport plans identify a five-year strategy and 
specify the resources required to deliver them. The strategy is prepared in 
consultation with the local community and associations. The legal framework is set 
at central level by the Department of Transport. 

 Major European experiences are illustrated where SUTPs have been designed to 
create a sustainable urban transport system: Paris, the West of England, Brussels 
and Vienna. 

 

 

4.1 The approaches and strategies of European cities to the 
implementation of SUTPs 

Only a few countries have so far made it compulsory to introduce SUTPs, the main concept 
of which dates back to the end of the 1990s. France was the first country to introduce an 
early version of an SUTP in the early 1980s. Increasing attention to air quality and the 
consequent struggle against pollution made SUTPs more and more important as a tool to 
rationalise transport in congested urban areas and decrease traffic emissions. The following 
paragraphs describe SUTPs in Paris, Brussels and Vienna and two Baltic cities, and the 
experience of the Joint Local Transport Plan in the Bristol area. 
 
However, and as stressed in the Introduction (Chapter One), since SUTPs are implemented 
over the long term, the concrete effects generated by the SUTPs observed will only be 
observed in 10 to 15 years time, and thus still have to be quantified. Therefore, the note 
presents those case studies that appear to be most significant in terms of strategy for and 
approach to sustainable mobility. 

4.2 Urban transport plans in France 

Urban Transport Plans (Plan de Déplacements Urbains-PDU) were created by the Loi 
d’Orientation sur les Transports Intérieurs (LOTI) at the end of 1982 to rationalise the 
organisation of public transport services, circulation of private vehicles and parking. In 
1996, the French Parliament passed legislation on air quality and the rational use of energy 
resources. This law modified Urban Transport Plans to make them an effective tool to deal 
with the air pollution issue. Since 1998, such plans have been compulsory for cities with a 
population greater than 100 000. According to this law, the plans are drawn up by 
transport authorities and their effectiveness must be assessed within five years on initial 
implementation. Transport authorities can decide whether to revise the plan or not 
depending on the results obtained. 
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4.2.1 The Urban Transport Plan for Paris 

The Urban Transport Plan for Paris (Plan de Déplacements de Paris) entered into force in 
2001 and covered the 2001-2005 period. It based its analysis and recommended actions on 
the 1994 Schéma Directeur de la Région Ile-de-France (SDRIF) and set three main 
objectives (STIF, 2000): 
 
 a 3% reduction in car traffic for the overall Paris region; 

 a 2% increase in the use of public transport, namely for commuter and school trips; 

 a 10% increase in the use of walking and cycling as main transport modes for short 
distances. 

When the plan was evaluated in 2007 (STIF, 2007), it was found that only half of the 
planned measures had actually started and the objectives had not been globally achieved, 
even though results were different when looking at the effects of the measures within or 
outside Paris. This was also due to the limited time frame for implementation of the Plan 
(five years). Nevertheless, some positive trends were reported, since: 
 
 road traffic increased by 0.3% in the entire Paris region, but decreased significantly 

inside the city of Paris (-20%) and in the Boulevard Péripherique ring motorway area 
(-4-10%); 

 public transport patronage increased by an average of 2.6% in the inner suburbs and 
1.2% in Paris and the outer suburbs, with major increases in the use of subways, 
suburban railways lines and tramways; 

 with respect to ‘soft modes’, very little data was collected for walking, but cycling 
increased from 30-50%, particularly within Paris and especially during the two year 
period from 2002 to 2003. 

However, very little progress was reported for urban freight transport. The objective set by 
the plan was a 3% increase in the number of tonnes transported by non-car transport 
modes (rail, inland waterways). Though some decoupling was achieved, goods were still 
delivered by road (+1.6%), to the detriment of the rail mode in particular (-1.3%).  
 
To summarise, the results after six years of implementation were evaluated as positive 
overall, though with still some weak spots which partially explain the modest progress 
reported. This confirmed the decision to revise the plan, which was approved at the 
beginning of 2007 after a stakeholders’ participatory process that had already started in 
2005. This phase saw extensive public involvement, with residents, different district 
associations, police departments, families and students’ councils, chambers of commerce 
and trades councils were asked to express their views on the proposed plan. Public surveys 
were also conducted at the major access points to public transport in the city, so as to 
secure the broadest coverage in terms of users. The timeline of the plan has been set for 
2020, but the first step in evaluating the plan has been scheduled for 2013. Below, Table 3 
describes the main targets of the plan, which comprises urban, suburban and metropolitan 
measures. 
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Table 3: Targets of the Paris Master Plan 

Action Targets 

Increasing urban modal 
share in favour of public 
transport, taxis, cycling 
and walking 

 80% of the daily journeys in Paris by 2013 
 83% of the daily journeys in the metropolitan area of Paris by 2020  

Improving public 
transport  

 20% increase in trips by 2013 
 30% increase in trips by 2020 

Reducing car traffic 
 26% reduction in vehicles per km by 2013 
 40% reduction in vehicles per km by 2020 

Air quality 

 Reduction of NO2 (below the concentration limit of 40 µg/m 3) by 
2013 in the 50% of the busiest roads 

 Reduction of NO2 by 2020 on all the busiest roads 
 Reduction of 25%in CO2 emissions from vehicular traffic in Paris by 

2013 
 Reduction of 60% in CO2 emissions from vehicular traffic by 2020 

Safety  

 55% reduction in people involved in road accidents; 65% reduction 
in casualties in Paris by 2013 (compared to 2001) 

 70% reduction in people involved in road accidents; 70% reduction 
in casualties by 2020 

Source: PDP Paris, 2007 

Particular emphasis is given to walking and cycling measures, public transport, ITC and 
pricing schemes. For instance, the plan aims to provide more than 20 000 public bicycles 
(known as Paris Vélib’ bicycle sharing)1; new bus lanes, also used by the bicycles, will be 
built, so as to achieve 500 km of cycleways by 2010. Concerning traffic calming measures, 
the plan is committed to closing to car traffic the streets alongside the Seine, as well as 
improving the ‘green districts’ where the speed limit is 30 km/h. Finally, there is a strong 
emphasis on freight deliveries within the Paris urban area, by rationalising the conditions 
for goods distribution for commercial and trade activities. 

4.3 Local transport plans in England 

In the United Kingdom, the Local Transport Plans process was announced in the 
government’s Transport White paper, ‘A new deal for transport: better for everyone’, in 
July 1998 (DETR, 1998). This White paper requires Local Plans to be consistent with the 
principles of an integrated transport policy and the government's overall objectives for 
transport. Plans are focused on local transport demand and the process produces a five 
year strategy (prepared in consultation with the local community and associations) and 
specification of the resources required to deliver them. Figure 4 identifies the process by 
which the local authorities formulate their Local Ttransport Plan. 

4.3.1 The Joint Local Transport Plan of the West of England 

 
Map 1 shows the West of England sub-region, which covers the area of the four unitary 
authorities of Bath & North East Somerset, Bristol, North Somerset and South 

                                                 
1 The bike sharing scheme in Paris is described in the note concerning ‘The promotion of cycling’. 
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Gloucestershire. This also includes the urban centres of Bristol, Bath and Weston-super-
Mare. Over the last ten years, the area's population has grown faster than the United 
Kingdom average to more than one million. 
 
The West of England sub-region is currently working on the third Joint Local Transport Plan 
(JLTP3), which will have three parts: 

 Strategy: long term policy to 2026, which coincides with the Regional Spatial Strategy; 

 delivery plan: this sets out the implementation proposals for the short term; 

 supplementary documents: these include ‘soft measures’ such as promoting cycling 
and walking, traffic management and freight, road safety, and rural transport. 

 
Figure 4: Decision-making process for SUTP design and implementation 

 
Source: Wootton J., Marsden G. ‘A review of Local Transport Plans in England’, Association for European Transport 

2001 

 

Map 1: Overview of Bristol area 

 
 

Source: www.westofengland.org 
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The third JLTP will come into force on December 2011 and will cover the 2011-2016 period. 
The JLTP2 (presently into force) was adopted in March 2006 and includes a range of 
integrated strategies to deal with congestion, improve road safety, air quality and 
accessibility, and enhance the overall quality of life of all people living and working in the 
West of England. The document sets 21 targets to be met by 2011, which are divided into 
the following five categories (see also Table 4): tackling congestion (traffic, public 
transport, cycling and travel to school targets); accessibility and travel time-related 
targets; safer roads; better air quality; and asset management. 
 
Table 4: Selected targets of the JLTP2 

Category Objectives and Targets 

Tackling congestion 

 Restrict traffic growth in the JLTP area to 12% by 2010 
 Increase the proportion of buses running on time to 90% by 

2014/15 
 Increase the number of cycling trips by 30% by 2010/11. 

Delivering accessibility 
 Increase the proportion of households within a 40-minute trip by 

public transport from key employment sites from 65.4% to 66.2% 
by 2010/11. 

Safer roads 
 Reduce number of people killed or seriously injured on roads by 

20% by 2010. 

Better air quality 
 Reduce the concentration of NO2 in Bristol Air Quality Management 

Area by 4% and in Bath Air Quality Management Area by 12% by 
2011. 

Asset management 
 Reduce the proportion of the main road network where structural 

maintenance is required by 8% by 2011. 

Source: Progress Report 2008/2009, West of England Partnership 

 
Figure 5: Trend in traffic growth and number of casualties and serious injuries 

   
Source: Progress Report 2008/2009, West of England Partnership 

Overall, the JLPT2 is on track to reduce traffic growth in the Bristol area. As reported in the 
2008/2009 Progress Report, traffic in the Bristol area has increased by only 4%. With 
respect to road safety, the number of casualties and serious injuries is also decreasing year 
by year, with substantial reductions achieved between 2007 and 2008. The trends for these 
two targets are illustrated in Figure 5. 
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Positive results have been obtained for bus punctuality as well. For example, the 
percentage of buses starting on time is above the fixed target. Cycling has also benefited 
from the measures implemented within the JLTP, since cycling trips in the sub-region grew 
substantially in 2008/2009 and are a respectable 50% above the 2003/20041 level. The 
situation is the opposite for air quality, since the level of NO2 concentration is 4% above the 
target. 

4.4 The Brussels Regional Transport Plan 

The Regional Transport Plan for Brussels (called Iris) was started in 1990 and completed in 
1996, before being revised in 1998. Its purpose was to provide an overall approach to 
mobility in the Brussels-Capital region, integrating mobility, land use and urban 
development by applying sustainable development criteria. The plan fixed the objectives 
and priorities for the entire Brussels region, which includes 19 municipalities and is under 
Transport Strategic Planning.  

A second release, called Iris2, is awaiting approval. The new plan sets three major 
objectives for improving the future of the Brussels region: 

 improving and ensuring accessibility to the region, especially for commuters (workers 
and students); 

 making the region more liveable, by enhancing the quality of life and dealing with 
problems linked to mobility (e.g. noise, pollution, travel comfort); 

 decreasing car traffic by 20% to achieve the Kyoto objectives for CO2 emissions. 

As illustrated in Table 5, the Iris2 plan looks at the evolution of the mobility in the region in 
three main phases covering the 2008-2020 period and proposes nine priorities for 
sustainable mobility:  

 promoting cycling and walking by extending the bicycle sharing scheme, training 
young people in cycling at school, linking city cycle tracks with the suburban cycle 
network, and allowing intermodality between public transport and cycling; 

 making public transport more attractive by increasing the daily frequency during 
the peak hour (every five minutes) and every 7.5 minutes for the remaining time, 
building dedicated lanes for buses and trams, enhancing travel comfort and passenger 
safety, introducing a single ticket for the whole territory, including international trips, 
introducing preferential fares for young people and socioeconomically disadvantaged 
groups; 

 rationalising car use by promoting the Cambio car sharing scheme, which already 
operates in Brussels, increasing the number of taxis and offering collective taxis 
(Collecto), making commuter travel plans compulsory for companies with more than 
100 employees, and travel plans compulsory for schools and sporting, commercial and 
cultural events; 

 providing a hierarchical and safe road network by facilitating the flow of traffic in 
residential areas using traffic lights and speed limits of 30 km/h, building tunnels at the 
most congested points in the city road network, such as Meiser, le Bois de la Cambre 
and la Plaine; 

 applying a coordinated regulatory policy for parking by building new public parking 
in the whole region, giving priority to exchange parking (park and ride where possible)2, 
and providing parking areas suitable for trucks; 

                                                 
1 In 2008, the Department for Transport declared Grater Bristol the United Kingdom’s first official Cycling City. 
2 The present number of car places offered is 2 815. The first Iris Plan provides for 7 840 places, and the Iris2 Plan 

will increase this to 14 600 by 2020. 
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 integrating mobility and spatial planning by requiring that offices, commercial 
centres and hotels be easily accessible by public transport. This discourages the use of 
private cars; 

 providing residents with useful information about transports and travel in real time 
through a Mobility Centre (MOBIRIS) which provides dynamic information screens about 
traffic, by the remote control of traffic lights, and by messages transmitted to GPS 
devices. There may be a pricing policy to control entry to the city; 

 improving city logistics by creating a city hub to rationalise distribution and define 
the routing of trucks and promote other means of transport for goods, such as water or 
rail; 

 enhancing governance by encouraging participation processes during the planning 
phase. To achieve this target, the plan proposes a transport authority at regional level 
to organise and coordinate public and private needs, decide fares and provide 
information for users. 
 

Table 5: The phases of the Iris2 Regional Transport Plan for Brussels 

 Years Targets 

2008-2012 
Implement all measures scheduled in the first Regional Plan (Iris) and 
provide a public transport network capable of receiving more passengers 

2013-2015 
Enhance the competitiveness of public transport by studying a kilometre 
toll for roads 

2016-2020 
Reduce car traffic by 20% by making alternative means of transport 
available (e.g. underground, RER) 

Source:  TRT’s elaboration based on data from IRIS2   Enquête publique, 2008 

 
It is not possible to evaluate the results achieved by the new Iris2 plan, although some 
conclusions may be drawn with respect to the previous Iris1 Plan. 
 
With reference to road traffic, the Iris1 objective to reduce the number of car journeys in 
Brussels and its outskirts to 58% by the year 2005 was not achieved: 64% of persons 
travelling to and in Brussels still use their private car (Brussels-Capital Region, 2008). The 
situation is similar for cycling: the Iris1 Plan set the objective of 10% of cycle journeys by 
2005, but the current situation is far from this, since cycling accounts for only 5% of 
journeys and most of the dedicated infrastructure is incomplete (Velo-City, 2009).1 Finally, 
only 23% of residential streets have been converted into zone-30, while the Iris1 target 
was 70% (Brussels-Capital Region, 2008;  Decroly, 2009). 

4.5 The Vienna Transport Master Plan 

The Transport Master Plan for Vienna defines specific strategies and measures that address 
Vienna’s peculiar transport needs for the next 20 years. Citizens were able to express their 
suggestions, proposals, and criticism in respect of the proposed traffic system in a wide-
ranging participation and information process. The main concept of the plan is ‘Intelligent 
Mobility’; it aims to modify residents’ behaviour by: 

                                                 
1 This is also mentioned in the preparatory document to the Iris2 Plan, which stated that the ‘implementation of 

cycling paths has suffered from a considerable delay’ (Bruxelles-Capital Region, 2008). 
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 reducing individual journeys in private cars to 25% of all journeys; 

 increasing cycle modal share to 8%; 

 increasing public transport use from 34% to 40%; 

 increasing public transport modal share in suburban areas from 35% to 45% and 
simultaneously decreasing private car modal share from 65% to 55%. 

 
Table 6: Compulsory criteria for periodic reviews of the Vienna Master Plan 

Action Targets 

Modal split (journeys of 
Vienna residents every 
day) 

 Reduce proportion of motorised individual transport to 25% by 2020 
 Increase share of cycling to 8% by 2020 
 Increase share of public transport to 40% by 2020 
 Maintain share of pedestrian traffic at 2001 levels 
 By 2020 the choice of mode of transport should reach 75% in 

favour of environmentally friendly modes for men and women 

Modal split (journeys of 
commuters every day) 

 Change in the distribution of modes of transport between public 
transport and motorised individual transport by 2020 from 35% and 
65% respectively, to 45% and 55% 

Traffic density in Vienna  No increase in number of journeys made by car (car km)  

Density of car traffic 
 No increase in traffic crossing the Gürtel (city ring road) 
 Reduction in averages within the Ring Road/Danube channel 

Mobility choices 

 By 2010 100% of inhabitants to live within 15 minutes of a public 
transport stop 

 Price of annual network season ticket for Vienna to remain at least 
constant in relation to average income 

Transport safety  Number of deaths and injuries to be reduced by 50% by 2020 

Emissions 

 Instances of exceeding the maximum NOx limits at road 
intersections to be reduced to zero by 2010 

 Proportion of residents affected by noise pollution to be reduced by 
20% by 2020 

 5% reduction in traffic-related CO2 per capita by 2010 

Source: Transport Master Plan Vienna, 2003 

The Master Plan stipulates that progress towards the plan targets and measures so far 
implemented should be evaluated every five years. Table 6 specifies the compulsory key 
criteria that must be published in each progress report. 

4.6 The BUSTRIPS project 

Since many cities do not yet have SUTPs, the EU, in its facilitator role, supported projects 
whose aim was to promote the development of SUTPs by learning from the cities with 
experience of them. A typical project was called PILOT (Planning Integrated LOcal 
Transport) and ran from 2005 to September 2007. The PILOT project was co-funded by the 
Directorate-General for the Environment and put forward some strategic objectives: 
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 decrease the impact of urban transport on the environment while keeping an efficient 
and effective transport system; 

 encourage public participation in local transport planning; 

 increase the share of sustainable modes of transport, such as public transport, walking 
and cycling; 

 ensure that transport services are accessible to all social classes. 

 
The cities involved in the trial were Braila (Romania), Evora (Portugal), Tallinn (Estonia) 
and Lancaster (United Kingdom). Each of these four cities received a manual for the 
preparation of their own SUTP. 
 
After this first experience, the BUSTRIPS (Baltic Urban Sustainable Transport 
Implementation and Planning) follow-up project was the first large-scale attempt in EU 
countries. It involved 11 cities and one regional authority1 within the Baltic area, which 
worked together until December 2007 to solve their urban transport problems and prepare 
and implement SUTPs. BUSTRIPS produced an SUTP toolbox of techniques, collecting all 
the learning and best practices from the participating cities. 
 
The latter was the fundamental idea of the BUSTRIPS project, which was applied by peer 
review. Each of the partner cities was peer reviewed to assist them in understanding their 
progress in the preparation of the SUTP. The following paragraphs report on two of the 12 
SUTPs. 

4.6.1 The Sustainable Urban Transport Plan for the Municipality of Örebro 
(Sweden) 

Örebro is a city of 130 000 inhabitants near the Sweden capital, Stockholm, and the cities 
of Goteborg and Oslo. Its location makes it a sort of ‘logistics centre of Scandinavia’. The 
SUTP work of the Municipality of Örebro started in spring 2006 with the training of the 
municipality’s representatives. The municipal team produced a self-assessment which 
described the transport system of the city. The self-assessment was followed by a peer 
review carried out by colleagues from the BUSTRIPS project. The work was supervised by a 
policy steering group that decided to adopt the preliminary SUTP in 2007.  
 
 

The definitive SUTP was adopted by the city council in October 2008. It describes the 
targets to be achieved by: 

 making the city more attractive; 

 solving the conflicts among transport volumes and modal split; 

 enhancing the city and the regional transport system; 

 improving traffic safety; 

 giving more attention to climate change and air quality; 

 controlling traffic noise in the city. 

                                                 
1 The 11 cities participating in the BUSTRIP project are: Bremen (D), Gdynia (POL), Gothenburg (SE), Kaunas 

(LT), Liepaja (LV), Pärnu (EE), Sundsvall (SE), Tartu (EE), Turku (FIN), Vilnius (LT) and Örebro (SE). The 
regional authority is Kouvola Region (FIN). 
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Figure 6: Overview of development goals 
 

 
Source: BUSTRIPS, Kouvola region, 2007 

4.6.2 The Sustainable Urban Transport Plan of the Kouvola region (Finland) 

The Kouvola region is situated in south-eastern Finland, approximately 130 km north-east 
of Helsinki. The population of the city of Kouvola and the rural municipality of Iitti is 
98 000. Kouvola region is the largest centre of the forestry industry and Finland’s main 
railway junction for freight traffic. Due to its location on the Trans-Siberian Railway and the 
Nordic traffic triangle via Finnish harbours, Kouvola already has a large logistics centre 
which is growing steadily. 
 
The priority objectives established by the SUTP are: 

 increasing the share of public transport use; 

 increasing the share and safety of non-motorised traffic,; 

 decreasing the share of heavy road transport; 

 guaranteeing long-term funding for the development of a sustainable transport system. 

 
The development goals for the Kouvola region transport system were drafted in a 
cooperative effort by local politicians and authorities through a participative process, 
according to national goals (see Figure 6). 

The transport system development goals have been divided into general and specific 
targets. The central starting points for the specific goals include managing environmental 
effects, improving the operational preconditions for public transport and enhancing the 
conditions for non-motorised traffic. 
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5.  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Main lessons learnt from the cities’ experiences 

Some considerations drawn from the case studies in this briefing note are reported below. 
Table 7 summarises the main features of SUTPs. There follow observations on the potential 
levels and actions for EU intervention in the field of SUTPs (summarised in Table 9) 
 
Table 7: Overview of main features of SUTPs 

Objective Approach Framework conditions  

Ensure that transport systems 
meet society’s economic, 
social and environmental 
needs whilst minimising their 
undesirable impacts on the 
economy, society and the 
environment 

 Participatory 
 Integrated 
 Measurable 
 Cooperative 
 Inclusive 

 Establishing a policy framework on spatial 
development on a long-term basis 

 Establishing a sustainable national 
transport strategy 

 Balancing decentralisation of powers and 
responsibilities for transport with the level 
of implementation 

 Securing consistency in policy direction at 
all implementation stages 

 Gaining public and private acceptance of 
policy 

 

 Consistency. The observed urban transport plans encompass objectives that align to 
broader national strategies to reduce mobility problems. In particular, this applies to the 
goal of mitigating impacts on air quality since urban transport plans are often linked to 
environmental management and air quality plans.  

 Long term vision. The observed urban transport plans have made an effort to outline 
a long-term strategy and vision for mobility and urban land use in their respective 
areas. For most of them, 2020 is the deadline for the final evaluation of the results 
obtained. Only Bristol has set a longer time span, i.e. 2026.  

 Monitoring. In all case studies, such a long-term vision is subject to regular monitoring 
and periodic reviews. This is considered a crucial step in all plans in order to check the 
progress status of the targets and the measures implemented. Five years is regarded as 
a common time span for such intermediate assessment, which also enables the plan’s 
contents to be regularly adjusted. 

 Integration. This is at the heart of all the observed plans, where integration has been 
intended both horizontally (between policies) and vertically (between government 
levels). This is regarded as a pre-requisite from which objectives, targets and measures 
are later derived. 

 Acceptance. Public involvement (and consequently acceptance) is crucial if the plans 
are to be successful. In all case studies, starting a wide consultation process with all 
relevant public and private stakeholders, based on clear targets reflecting the local 
situation, is meant to assist in fine tuning the contents of the transport plan, thereby 
increasing its degree of acceptance. 
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As the analysis of the selected case studies shows, cities have much in common when 
implementing an SUTP, even though each city has its own specific characteristics, which 
implies a different approach to addressing its mobility problems. Table 8 provides an 
overview of the main strengths and weaknesses of the SUTP case studies that were 
analysed. 
 
Table 8: Main strengths and weaknesses of the SUTP case studies analysed 

Main Strengths Main Weaknesses 

 Precise targets and identification of priorities  
(West of England, Brussels) 

 Public participation and consensus building  
(West of England, Brussels, Vienna, Paris) 

 Strategic vision of transport policy (Vienna) 
 Operational approach with clear definition of 

actions, actors and financial resources (Paris) 

 Short timeframe (West England, Paris) 
 Fragmentation of responsibilities (Brussels) 
 Poor stakeholders coordination (Brussels) 
 More emphasis on short term quantifiable targets 

that long term strategic vision 

Key messages 

 
 Strategic vision, public consensus and acceptance are key determinants in the decision-making process 

leading to SUTPs 
 Long time frame is crucial for addressing long-term sustainability and assessing long-term impacts 
 Need for regular monitoring and benchmarking 
 Need for regular ex post assessment  
 Need for integrating and fine tuning SUTP design with the local administrative and political structure 
 Need for a comprehensive approach in which the objectives of reducing car use and improving public 

transport are linked into sustainable social, economic and environmental development 
 

 
Over many years, the United Kingdom has developed a local transport planning process 
with a strong focus on decision-making and monitoring and with clear quantifiable targets, 
though the strong emphasis on short-term quantifiable targets rather than a long-term 
strategic vision may have been a point of weakness in the case of Bristol. The experience in 
northern European cities shows the need for particular attention to policy coordination in 
order to reduce the environmental impacts of transport and improve its social equity 
aspects. 
 
On the other hand, in the Brussels case study, characterised by the identification of clear 
priorities (including urban logistics), the shortcoming was represented by the fragmentation 
of responsibilities between the municipalities and the Brussels-Capital region, which made 
mobilising all concerned stakeholders and actors around the transport plan problematic. 
 
A more qualitative approach was applied in Vienna, linking strategic economic, social and 
environmental objectives, also thanks to the well-integrated management of its transport 
system. A further strength is that Vienna’s approach combines analytical planning with 
consensus building and widespread participation. This applies to the case study of Paris as 
well, where a broad consultation process was launched in view of the preparation of the 
latest version of the Transport Plan. Moreover, Paris’s plan relies on an operational 
approach with detailed actions, a clear work plan, specific budget procedures and a medium 
to long time frame. 
 
To conclude, all observed cities have looked at SUTPs as both a framework and a toolbox 
that gave them the opportunity to identify the most suitable solutions for their respective 
urban transport problems. Table 8 also illustrates some key messages that may be drawn 
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from the analysis. One point in particular appears fundamental: the focus should not be 
only on the measures to be implemented and the objectives to be achieved, but also on 
how the SUTP process is embedded in the local administrative and political structure. 

5.2 What role for the European Union? 

Answers to urban mobility problems have a mainly local dimension but not all EU cities are 
equally concerned with the question of sustainable urban transport. This explains the 
strong differences of option as to whether mandatory or voluntary implementation of SUTPs 
is preferable. and whether the EC should introduce legislation in this domain. Mixed 
opinions also emerged from the stakeholder consultation launched by the EC in 2008 during 
the preparation of the Green paper on urban mobility. 
 
The major issue is respect for the principle of subsidiarity.1 It may be preferable to propose 
a common methodology rather than a unique and rigid model of SUTPs across Europe. This 
would flexibly allow cities (namely the smaller ones) to have the guidance they need and a 
toolbox from which they can select the most appropriate measure according to their specific 
characteristics and needs. In this way, the added value of EU support may be achieved 
more by facilitating, rather than regulating, the implementation of SUTPs.  
 
Alternatively, a third way between a fully mandatory or voluntary approach, may be to 
make SUTPs mandatory for cities with a population greater than 100 000, with (i) common 
macro objectives, such as a decrease in CO2 emissions or the achievement of air quality 
targets, to be adapted to the local circumstances, (ii) a common supportive framework, and 
(iii) common indicators to ensure monitoring and benchmarking. This would ‘level the 
playing field’ while also leaving cities free to adapt the plans to their specific needs and to 
choose the most suitable measures and actions for them in order to reach the objectives, 
and in accordance with their respective institutional framework.  
 
However, any effort to provide operational and methodological guidance and a framework 
risks failure if it is not supported financially. Therefore, incentive schemes and financial 
support from the EU are crucial in encouraging cities to adopt or simply fine tune 
approaches and solutions for more sustainable mobility. Possible approaches include:  

 proposing a framework programme for urban mobility with dedicated resources in the 
next programming period 2014-2020; 

 introducing funding schemes that earmark financial resources to the achievement of 
certain objectives in terms of urban transport sustainability. 

One possible future development may be a stronger recall and link to the elaboration and 
implementation of SUTPs (also as a possible selection criteria), supported by guidance and 
dissemination of successful models and the circulation of ex post studies that providing 
evidence of successes and failures. 
 
To conclude, the EU should continue to have a significant role in ensuring that urban 
transport and urban mobility are high on the political agenda for Member States. 

                                                 
1 The principle of subsidiarity is intended to ensure that decisions are taken as closely as possible to the citizen 

and that constant checks are made as to whether action at Community level is justified in the light of the 
possibilities available at national, regional or local level. Specifically, it is the principle whereby the Union does 
not take action (except in the areas which fall within its exclusive competence) unless it is more effective than 
action taken at national, regional or local level. It is closely linked to the principles of proportionality and 
necessity, which require that any action by the Union should not go beyond what is necessary to achieve the 
objectives of the Treaty (source: http://europa.eu/scadplus/glossary/subsidiarity_en.htm). 
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Nevertheless, cities should have the flexibility to adapt planning tools like SUTPs to their 
specific mobility needs. 
 
Table 9: Levels and actions for EU intervention 

Level of intervention Actions 

Policy level  Ensuring that urban mobility is high on the political agenda of 
the Member States 

 Being mindful of the subsidiarity principle (urban problems 
have a primarily local nature) 

 Further integrating urban transport with other EU sectoral 
policies (namely environment, energy and social policies) 

Methodological level Promoting: 
 a common framework for SUTPs through recommendations 

and guidance schemes 
 benchmarking between cities for the dissemination of policy 

best practices and technological solutions 
 common schemes for monitoring the development of urban 

mobility and land use patterns 
 common methods for assessing the degree of sustainability 

of urban transport plans 

Financial level  Proposing a framework programme for urban mobility with 
dedicated resources in the next programming period 2014-
2020 

 Introducing funding schemes setting up financial incentives 
for the achievement of certain urban transport sustainability 
objectives 

Operational level  Encouraging training and guidance schemes for decision-
makers on sustainability issues in urban and transport 
planning 

 Continuing to support best practice exchanges and capacity 
building programmes between cities 

 Sponsoring monitoring and ex-post studies and their wide 
circulation among local authorities 
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ANNEX A  OVERVIEW OF MAIN EC INITIATIVES ON URBAN 
MOBILITY 

A.1 White paper ‘European transport policy for 2010: time to 
decide’ 

Released by the EC in 2001 (EC, 2001), the White paper on transport policy has been a 
cornerstone in the Communities’ approach to making EU transport policy more sustainable. 
For the first time, the EC was paying attention to the traffic management problems local 
authorities have to deal with, though it reaffirmed that the responsibility for urban 
transport still lay at the local level (the principle of subsidiarity). The mid-term review of 
the White paper (EC, 2006) has further encouraged local authorities to address the 
problems of road traffic congestion, pollution and road safety more effectively.  

A.2 Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment 

The Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment (EC, 2006) was adopted by the EC 
in 2006. This document states the goal of ‘contributing to a better quality of life through an 
integrated approach concentrating on urban areas’ and ‘to a high level of quality of life and 
social well-being for citizens by providing an environment where the level of pollution does 
not give rise to harmful effects on human health and the environment and by encouraging 
sustainable urban development’.  
 
The Thematic strategy was defined after wide consultation with stakeholders and is based 
on the previous EU policy initiatives for improving the quality of the urban environment. In 
particular, it affirmed the need to implement appropriate land use policies and land use 
planning approaches for reducing urban sprawl and for preparing SUTPs, and provided new 
measures for easing the use of integrated approaches for the management of the urban 
environment at all government levels (national, regional, local).  

A.3 Green paper ‘Towards a new culture for urban mobility’ 

Adopted by the EC in 2007, the Green paper on urban mobility (EC, 2007a) was another 
major step towards a comprehensive endeavour to address the different dimensions of 
urban mobility. 
 
The Green paper may be considered the result of a long policy process that started in 1995 
with the release of the Green paper and Communication on the Citizens' Network, followed 
in 2000 by the launch of the ‘City of Tomorrow’ research programme and CIVITAS 
demonstration project under the 5th Framework programme for RDT. In 2006, with the 
mid-term review of White Paper on transport, the EC expressed its intention to publish a 
Green paper on urban transport which, after wide public consultation conducted between 
2006-2007, led to the adoption of the Green paper on urban mobility on 
25 September 2007. 
 
The added value of the Green paper may be summarised as follows: 
 
 promoting exchange of best practice; 

 assisting with the harmonisation of standards when necessary; 

 providing financial support for those that need it most; 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 56 

 enabling common standards to be defined; 

 simplifying or repealing existing legislation or introducing new legislation. 

 
The Green paper acknowledges that European cities differ from each other even though 
they face common and similar challenges. It states that the non-sustainability of European 
cities is a major barrier to be overcome in achieving the European targets set by the Lisbon 
and Gothenburg strategies. It therefore stresses the need to implement as integrated an 
approach as possible, which optimises the use of all modes of transport (the concept of co-
modality).  

A.4 Action plan on urban mobility 

More importantly, the Green paper has paved the way to the adoption by the EC, on 
30 September 2009, of the Action Plan on urban mobility (EC, 2009). In the view of the 
EC, the Action plan both creates a coherent framework for EU initiatives in the area of 
urban mobility and respects the principle of subsidiarity. 
 
In the Action Paper, the EC proposes a comprehensive support package in the field of urban 
mobility. The main objective is to provide local, regional and national authorities with a tool 
that will help them address the challenge of sustainable urban mobility and to facilitate 
their policy making. The actions included in the Action plan align to the six following 
thematic topics:  
 
 promoting integrated policies; 

 focusing on citizens; 

 greening urban transport; 

 strengthening funding; 

 sharing experience and knowledge; 

 optimising urban mobility. 

 
The Action Plan proposes a set of short and medium term practical actions to be launched 
progressively from now until 2012, addressing specific issues related to urban mobility 
though an integrated approach.  

A.5 Other guidance initiatives 

A considerable contribution has also been made by other initiatives and good practice 
guidance, such as:  
 
 CIVITAS; 

 European Platform on Mobility Management; 

 European Local Transport Information Service; 

 European Mobility Week; 

 SMILE. 



Sustainable Urban Transport Plans 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 57 

A.5.1 CIty-VITAlity-Sustainability Initiative (CIVITAS) 

CIVITAS (under its programming schemes: CIVITAS I, CIVITAS II, and the current 
CIVITAS PLUS) is at the frontline, funding projects proposed by the European cities and 
aiming for better integrated sustainable urban transport strategies. Its added value consists 
in the exchange between cities of best practice and experience. More information is 
available at: www.civitas-initiative.org 

A.5.2 The European Platform on Mobility Management (EPOMM)  

EPOMM is a network of governments in European countries that are engaged in Mobility 
Management (MM). EPOMM is organised as an international non-profit organisation, based 
in Brussels, and aims to (i) promote and develop Mobility Management in Europe, and 
(ii) support active information exchange and learning about Mobility Management between 
European countries. More information is available at: www.epomm.org  

A.5.3 European Local Transport Information Service (ELTIS) 

ELTIS is a web portal for local transport news and events, transport measures, policies and 
practices implemented in cities and regions across Europe. The aim is to provide 
information and support a practical transfer of knowledge and exchange of experience in 
the field of urban and regional transport in Europe. More information is available at: 
www.eltis.org  

A.5.4 European Mobility Week (EMW) 

The purpose of EMW is to influence mobility and urban transport issues for the long term, 
enhance the health and quality of life of European citizens, and help meet important 
environmental objectives. The EMW is an ideal platform for local authorities and other 
associations and organisations to:  
 
 promote existing policies, initiatives and best practice related to sustainable urban 

mobility; 

 raise awareness of the detrimental effect that current urban mobility trends have on the 
environment and their quality of life; 

 establish effective partnerships with local stakeholders; 

 be part of a European wide campaign, sharing a common goal and a common identity 
with other towns and cities; 

 emphasise the local commitment towards sustainable urban mobility. 

 
More information is available at: www.mobilityweek.eu  
 

A.5.5 Sustainable Mobility Initiatives for Local Environment (SMILE) 

SMILE is a project to help local authorities reconcile residents’ mobility needs with their 
quality of life and the environment by presenting good practices and introducing innovative 
approaches to mobility. SMILE has produced a database with 170 successful and replicable 
practices for sustainable urban mobility. More information is available at: www.smile-
europe.org 
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